Five hundred and twenty-three executives of the BHEL rated their leadership styles; 390 of them also completed a Motivational Climate Scale designed to measure the factors of achievement expert influence, extension (i.e., growth), affiliation, dependency, and control. The leadership styles and their factorized dimensions were correlated with climatic factors. The results disclosed meaningful patterns of interrelations among and between leadership styles and climatic factors suggesting the existence of a state of partially balanced reciprocal influence relationship between the motivational climate of an organization and the use of leadership styles. The findings are interpreted to develop a hypothesis that leadership styles are not a part of personality dispositions. Sinha (1979) contends that a subordinate who prefers personalized and dependency relationship, accepts status differentials, and has weak work values works more effectively under a condition of nurturant-task leadership. The nurturant-task leadership is characterized by strong emphasis on task accomplishment high standard of performance, explicit role delineation blended with affection, and care for the subordinate. The leader initiates, guides, and directs the subordinate, and makes him realize that he can grow by cultivating better job skills and work commitment. He accepts his subordinates' need for dependency and personalized relationship and yet makes him develop positive work values. His affection, personal care, and warmth for the subordinate is contingent on his effective performance on the job.
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Effective performance in turn brings in the subordinate a sense of competence and selfsufficiency which reduces the salience of dependency, personalized relationship, and status differentials. The subordinate thus looks for more freedom and autonomy, more recognition from his leader of his potential to contribute to the task. The changed expectations of the subordinate combined with the leader's concern for high quality task performance put pressure on the leader to shift towards a more participative leadership. The participative style is characterized by a more egalitarian approach requiring the subordinate to participate fully in decision-making, accepting him as an equally important partner of the team, and cultivating a climate of sharing and supportive relationship. The process may go on and on, making the subordinate more autonomous and participative, and the leader more permissive and greater facilitator of group process.
Thus, Sinha (1979) formulates a model of reciprocal influence relationship between a leader and his subordinate: a relationship which is dynamic and in which both grow and contribute most to the task system. The model, however, makes two assertions which need to be examined more carefully. Firstly, a state of congruence is expected to exist between what the subordinate expects and what the leader does; or at least an effort on the part of a leader to approximate the balance. Secondly, it is assumed that the leader has the capacity and willingness to shift from one style to another.
The contingency theories (Fiedler, 1967; Kerr et a/., 1974) extend substantial support to the idea of congruence between subordinate's characteristics and leadership style. There is also some evidence (Sinha and Chowdhary, 1979) that the choice of a style by a leader is conditioned by how he perceives his subordinates. One may extend this logic further and postulate that a leader is not only perceptive to the requirements of his subordinates but also the motivational climate of his work place. By motivational climate we mean a generalized perception of practices prevalent in the organization and its expectations from the members which may have impelling properties. In fact the climate is a more pervasive factor and hence may place a more potent demand on the leader resulting in the development of matching style of his behaviour. For example if the organizational climate is characterized by need for dependency, growth, and expertise orientation, the leader would tend to use more often a nurturant-task style. His style would provide the necesssary support as well as expert guidance and direction for growth and productivity of his subordinates. On the other hand, if the climate presents a mix of high need for growth, and achivemertt, and low need for control and dependency, he might tend to develop a participative style through which he will get fuller participation of his subordinates. If the motivational climate is perceived to be of dependency and control with no emphasis on achievement, growth, or expertise influence, the leader may manifest behaviours akin to an authoritarian style which is selforiented, power and status minded, and restrictive to the growth of subordinates. This matching of leadership styles with organizational climate is an empirical issue which we hope to explore at least in part in this study.
The matching, furthermore, is contingent on a leader's capacity to use a style which he considers to be appropriate. The capacity in turn depends whether there exists in the repertoire of the leader the behavioural potential relevant to various styles. One way to examine this issue is to map the extent of overlap between the styles of leadership. If leaders manifest significantly positive correlation between their styles, one may tend to conjecture that they have in their possession the requisite behavioural potentials of the various styles. A negative correlation will preclude the possibility of a choice available to the leader.
The present study is, therefore, designed to examine the pattern of relationships between motivational climate of an organization and the use of leadership styles, and the amount of overlap between the various styles of leadership.
Sample
Five hundred twenty-three middle level executives drawn from the various units of the BHEL completed the Leadership Style Scale; 390 of them also completed the Motivational Climate Questionnaire. The scale and the questionnaire were administered individually. The respondents were not asked to disclose their identity and complete confidentiality was assured to them.
Leadership (Rao, 1978) ; that is, the extent to which behaviours, beliefs, and expectations of the people of the organization reflect the broad areas of organizational motives. The areas covered by the questionnaire are achievement, expertise, influence, extension, affiliation, dependency, and control.
An achievement dominated climate reflects concern for work excellence and competitiveness with rival companies. It is a climate where excellence is rewarded, information is available to those who are responsible for making decisions, those who realize targets are trusted, people tend to solve problems by themselves, they learn from experience, and take moderate risk, etc.
A climate of expertise influence indicates that experts with skill and knowledge are encouraged. They are influential in decision-making, resolving conflicts, and solving problems. In sum experts are highly regarded in the organization.
An extension climate involves high concern for the growth of people-a climate where people are treated as human beings, not as role occupants. At such a place people help each other, supervisors try to help the subordinates grow, and they all try to solve problems and resolve conflicts supportively.
An affiliation oriented climate is the one in which people strive for friendly, warm, and affectionate relationship, and such relationships are the basis for accomplishment. It is a place where maintaining good relationships has priority over other things.
In a dependency climate, people do not work on their own; rather, they look for orders, suggestions, and support from their superiors even in those situations where they could or should have shown initiative. Such a climate is characterized by observing regulations, strictly following orders, and excessive leaning on the authority.
A control motivated climate indicates that people enjoy status, power, and authority. Executives like to control their subordinates, communication is selective and used as power leverage, decisions are made by a few, and those who are powerful dominate others.
The six aspects of motivational climate of an organization are measured on eleven different dimensions of organizational work: supervision, interpersonal relations, trust, management of conflict, problem solving, orientation, communication, decision-making, management of mistakes, reward allocation, and risk taking. The respondents were asked to rank the six motivational factors under eleven categories. The ranks were converted into scores for purposes of analyses. The range of the scores was 11 to 66 for each of the motivational factors.
Motivational Climate and Leadership Styles
The climate variables were significantly (p<.01) and meaningfully interrelated. Achievement, influence, and extension were positively correlated; so were affiliation, dependency, and control. These two groups had highly negative coefficients of correlation. In fact while the average coefficients of correlation within the first and the second groups were .41 and .27, the average correlation between the two groups was -.53. The findings thus suggest that the executives held a consistent picture of motivational climate of their organization, a picture in which the organizations were characterized by either achievement, influence, and extension, or by affiliation, dependency, and control. The two were indeed quite polarized. The results appear in Table 1 .
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A more complex pattern of relationships emerged when the motivational climate variables were correlated with the leadership styles. The results are reported in Table 2 .
Table 2 reveals that that those executives who perceived their organization as affiliation and dependency oriented and lacking in emphasis on achievement and extension reported using the authoritarian style of leadership. Quite interestingly, they also perceived (although weakly) their organization deficient in influence, but strong in control.
The findings also confirmed our expectation that use of the nurturant-task style was positively related to a climate which was characterized by regard for experts and acceptance of their influence in decision-making along with strong emphasis on friendly, warm, and affectionate relationship. The results, however, did not confirm our contention that the nurturant-task style is congruent with the motivational expectation of task accomplishment, dependency, and above all, concern for the growth of subordinates.
The participative style was reported to be employed in a climate which was characterized by high affiliation and low dependency and and control. It had a weak positive correspondence with the influence factor. That is, if an executive does not see any organizational pressure to control his subordinates who are not judged as dependent type and yet finds rather strong emphasis on maintaining warm, friendly, and affectionate relationship, he is likely to be participative in his leadership acts.
Interestingly, the affiliation oriented climate was positively related to all three styles, although the strength of relationship increased as one moved from authoritarian through nurturant-task to participative leadership. Achievement and extension climate were unrelated to either nurturant-task or participative styles. The overall ranking of the motivational climates in the decreasing order of importance were as follows: achievement (X=42.03), influence (X=40.88), 88 dependency (X=39.45), affiliation (X=37.40), extension (X=36.63), and control (X"=34.42). The split-half reliability scores of authoritarian (/•''= .74), nurturant-task (rn = .69), and participative (fa = .68) were moderate. Authoritarian and nurturant-task (r = .18, N = 523, p<.01) and nurturant-task and participative (r= -.49, A/=523, p<.01) were positively, and authoritarian and participative (r= .19, N -523, p.<01) were negatively related. The results are similar to the ones reported earlier (Sinha, 1979; Sinha and Chowdhary, 1979) .
Structure of Leadership Styles
The high intercorrelation between nurturanttask and participative styles as mentioned earlier (Sinha and Chowdhary, 1979) and supported in the present study-though in lesser magnituderequires that we look into the factorial structure of the behaviours which are subsumed under the rubrics of nurturance task orientation and participative leadership.
Hence the executives' responses to the leadership styles scale were subjected to a factor analysis by the principal axis method and rotated to varimax solution. A summary statement of ten usable factors with two highest loading items are reported below (the loadings are entered in the parentheses).
Factor 1: Subordinate Based Participation The factor consisted of ten items-seven of them were of participative style and the remaining three of nurturnt-task style. It accounted for 33.10 per cent of the variance. The factor contained the theme of participation where the subordinates communicate, share, and respect each other's feelings, and develop their potentialities. The leader simply facilitates the process. The factor structure indicates that the three styles of leadership are differently arranged in the minds of the executives. Authoritarianism was split into three clusters. There was an almost pure factor of authoritarianism. In addition, power and distance and discipline drew heavily in the authoritarian items; the former also had a few participative items with negative loadings. The three factors had an average intercorrelation of .43. Role performance was also somewhat related to authoritarian style (r=.15). Task participativeness and nurturance did emerge as the major factors, although the latter was more or less saturated with a specific type of participative items. In fact the two factors seemed to exchange so many items from the original nurturant-task and participative styles that it looked as if the demaraction line between the two was nonexistent. The correlation between the two was .40. The two also got further fragmented into weak factors of guidance and directions, and friendly orientation. Naturally, therefore, guidance encouragement and friendly orientation had highly positive correlations with subordinate based participation (r-.37 and r=.60 respectively) and leader centered nurturance (/-=.53 and r=,55 respectively). Subordinate based participation had also high correlation with direction (r=.56) and task orientation (/-=.58). Similarly direction and task orientation were positively (A=.61) and guidance encourgement and power were negatively (/-=.56) related. The details appear in Table 3 .
The emergence of task orientation as a distinct configuration raised a problem: Is task orientation conceptually distinguishable from nurturance as will as participativeness? If it is so, then, any leadership style scale should make provision to measure it separately from nurturant and participative orientations. A similar, although relatively weak, indication was that role performance may be a separate cluster and should be treated as such. Role performance implies that a leader is putting in minimum of efforts. In other words, he is being bureaucratic in his style.
Leadership Factors and Motivational Climate
The leadership factors were correlated with the motivational climate factors in order to examine their interrelationships. Table 4 shows the findings.
Achievement climate, though rated to be most important, was unrelated to leadership factors except for its inverse relationship with authoritarian style. The expert's influence was positively related to the factors of leader centered nurturance and guidance encouragement and negatively to authoritarian style and power. Those who perceived their organization emphasizing growth of employees tend to use subordinate based participation and leader centered nurturance. Authoritarian style and its ramificatory factors-power and distance-discipline-were negatively related to the climate of extension. Affiliation was positively related to leader centered nurturance, authoritarian style, and guidance encouragement and inversely to power. Dependency was positively related to task orientation and distance-discipline. Similarly, control was positively related to authoritarian style and power and negatively to guidance encouragement.
Conclusions
The motivational climate factors presented a consistent picture of the way the executives perceived their organizations. The organizations were preceived either as achievement, influence, and extension oriented, or affiliation, dependency, and control dominated. The two clusters, as one would expect, were negatively related. The use of leadership styles was found to be only partly contingent on the motivational climate. Authoritarian style was employed when organizations were perceived fostering dependency and control and deemphasizing achievement and extension. The use of nurturant-task style was associated with the motivational climate of influence and affiliation. When organizations were seen valuing affiliation and influence and factor of authoritarian style maintained its inverse relationships with achievement, extension and positive relationship with affiliation, though in devaluing dependence and control, participative style was in vogue.
Contrary to our expectations, affiliation was related to all styles of leadership, and extension and dependency unrelated to nurturant-task style. This led to a closer examination of the structure of leadership styles. In line with the earlier findings (Sinha, 1979) , nurturant-task and authoritarian were mildly related while nurturanttask and participation manifested highly significant overlap of about 25 per cent. Although the overlap did not exceed the split-half reliability score thus confirming the conceptual identity of nurturant-task and participation, it was large enough to conclude that an executive's repertoire contains both styles and he can probably choose either of the two depending on the contingencies. The finding refutes Fielder et a/., (1976) and extends support to Stogdill (1974) .
A factorial analysis of the three leadership styles delineated identifiable dimensions. The finding of overlap between nurturant-task and participation was further substantiated wherl they combined together to differentiate a number of specific factors such as subordinate based participation, leader centered nurturance, guidance and encouragement, direction, and friendly orientation. Authoritarian style did maintain a rather pure yet truncated configuration. Its remaining items in combination with the negative loadings of participation and nurturant-task items were grouped into three clusters: power, performance, and distance and discipline. Task orientation emerged as a distinct factor.
The specific leadership factors further substantiated the pattern of relationships, although there were changes here and there. Subordinate based participation was no longer related to any climatic factors except for a weak positive association with extension. Leader centered nurturance maintained its positive relationships with influence and affiliation and managed to get a positive relation with extension. The new factor of authoritarian style maintained its inverse relationships with achievement, and extension and positive relationship, though in changed degrees. In addition it manifested an inverse relationship with influence and positive . 5, No. 2, April 1980 relation with control. The rest of the leadership factors followed the pattern of their parental sources in the three styles. In sum, the factorizing of leadership styles, though helped refine some of their relationships with motivational climate factors, did out make radical changes in the pattern of their relationships.
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A point of caution. The pattern of relationships between leadership styles and motivational climate factors should not be taken for any unidirectional causal relationship. In fact, the influence flow is postulated to be reciprocal and reflects a trend towards cognitive balance between what a leader perceives as the demands of his organization and what he does to cope with them. Such a finding tentatively suggests that leadership acts are situation bound rather than the manifestation of some underlying trans-situational personality dispositions which die hard. Any final conclusion can, however, be drawn only by ruling out the possibility of any stable and lasting association between leadership styles and relevant personality dispositions. 
